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There is a biodiversity crisis in our midst. An abundance of technology and
innovation in the last 200 years has revamped our world but at the cost of pushing many
species to extinction. Since the passing of the Endangered Species Act by Congress in 1973,
more than 100 species in the United States have disappeared (Wilson 2006). The
International Union for the Conservation of Nature eIUCN) stats that "19,265 species out of
the 59,507 so far assessed as threatened with extinction," (IUCN 2011). Extinction is the
result of a combination of factors caused by human environmental disturbance.
Disturbances in the form of habitat loss, overexploitation, invasive species, global climate
change, disease, and pollution are impacting biological diversity of Earth as we know it
(IUCN 2011).
These disturbances are directly tied to human activity. As human activity increase,
environments key for species survival vanish. Humanity destroys natural habitats every day
in order to obtain resources required at current standard of living. Habitat loss is seen in the
form of deforestation, urban sprawl, and desertification. As the agriculture industry grows so
does the need for land to grow crops, which in turn requires the destruction of forest
regions. Urban sprawl comes from swelling population; cities grow outward to account for
the housing requirements. Desertification is the process of turning once arable land into an
arid zone, unable to support its former in habitants and is the product of climate change.
Overexploitation, the unsustainable use of a natural resource, is notable in commercial and
recreational fisheries. It has been identified as problematic, yet is a continued practice.
Overexploitation results in overfishing and low stock levels (Rosenburg 2003). Climate
change is attributable to burning fossil fuels and introducing other types of pollution in the
Earth's atmosphere. The result, a rise in concentrations of greenhouse gases, which keep
temperatures higher on Earth then they would be otherwise (U .S. EPA 2010). Invasive and
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introduced species, species that do not belong in a given habitat, bring great harm to native
species. Competition ensues and invasive species, lacking natural predators, may have the
ability to take over, "establish and spread outside of their normal distribution," eIUCN
2011). With them, invasive species can bring disease further hindering survivability of native
species. These factors influence each other, contributing to the destructive cycle.
Biodiversity is essential to human livelihood. Biological diversity, "refers to the wide
variety of living things and systems on planet Earth ranging from microbes and viruses all
the way up (in scale) to entire ecosystems," (Grayling 2010). According to the International
Union for Conservation of Nature, "Biodiversity is crucial to human wellbeing, sustainable
development and poverty reduction," (IUCN 2010). We see the importance of this concept
in medicinal plant use, gene pools of livestock animals and crop plants, and global food
security. Over 70,000 plant species have been tied to traditional and modern medicine.
Biodiversity grants "freedom of choice" eIUCN 2010) whic exemplifies the importance of a
large gene pool for livestock and crops. A large gene pool decreases the risk for DNA
mutations which can cause disease. It has been said that ecosystem productivity, all the
growth of plants in a set time period, increase when the number of plant species is higher.
Variability in communities allows for more resource capture and essentially more
productivity (Tilman 1997). The continued depletion of natural resources and genetic
variability, an increase in the numbers of diseases and continued climate change may
ultimately affect long-term human survivorship. It is important to education societies of the
dangers that lie in the years ahead if proper actions and changes are not met. Due to the
high-risk state that biodiversity is in, awareness of the issue is more important than ever, but
in order to combat the problem, species conservation will be the fulcrum to biodiversity's
continued existence.
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Conservation efforts are being implemented across the globe to educate people
about the threats to wildlife caused by bulldozers and buzz saws along with employing
various means to fight against exploitation and unsustainable practices. The International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) is the worlds' first, global environmental
organization. It was founded in 1948 and is a network of Non-governmental Organizations
(NGOs) and government organizations, with over 1,000 members in 140 countries (IUCN
2011). Throughout its network of membership IUCN is able to initiate a multitude of field
projects, support scientific research, generate and execute policies, laws and practices (IUCN
2011). In 1963, IUCN members held a meeting to discuss the increase of wildlife and plant
trade across international borders. This meeting resulted in adopting a new resolution, the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES). CITES is a voluntary agreement between governments throughout the world that
promotes international cooperation to safeguard species from overexploitation (CITES
2011). Currently, 175 different countries are participating members. The primary goal of
CITES is to ensure that international trade of animal and plant species does not affect
species survivorship and livelihood (CITES 2011). This organization, "works by subjecting
international trade in specimens of selected species to certain controls" (CITES 2011). A
licensing system overseen by a Management Authority and Scientific Authority in each
participating country controls what species may be exported, imported, introduced, or re-
exported based on their current status. Each member nation acts like a legal "checks and
balances" system which strengthens the efforts they are trying to achieve. Conservation
efforts are not only being practices at an international level but also in our backyards. In the
United States conservation promotion and awareness are made primarily through NGOs,
such as the Nature Conservancy, Sierra Club, and the National Wildlife Federation.
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Conservation is a necessity to solving the biodiversity crisis. Public policy is one of
the many routes readily working towards goals of species and habitat preservation.
Environmental legislation varies between countries. This thesis seeks to understand the way
conservation is practiced in the United States of America and Australia. I begin by
comparing the history of environmental legislation in each country. I then look at the activity
of non-governmental organizations interested in conservation. Finally, I use an endangered
species endemic to each nation to compare the effectiveness of the conservation effort.
United States Environmental Legislation
The environmental legislative history of the United States can be traced through
various phases that coincide with the social and political demands of the time. First of the
three distinct phases is the rise of environmental regulation, which sought to focus on
reducing pollution through the cleaning up of America's waterways, air, and land
(Mazrnanian and Kraft 2009). The second was a period of flexibility and regulatory reform
with the intention of strengthening and expanding current policies. In addition, human
health effects were focused upon. The current and third phase is the sustainability
movement (Mazrnanian and Kraft 2009). The following depicts the major shifts in
environmental policy in the United States.
This important piece of legislation was not the first of its kind. Wildlife statutes have
been around since the early 1900s. This being said, they were mostly for the protection of
game to ensure an abundant harvest. States enacted their own game laws but these were
rarely followed or enforced (Musgrave 1998). President Theodore Roosevelt sought to bring
environmental issues to the forefront; he did this with the help of Chief U.S. Forester
Gifford Pinchot. The extinction of wild passenger pigeon populations in 1889 and the
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significant decline in bison populations brought to light the conservation issues resulting
from human impacts like hunting, and habitat infringement (Ehrlich et ell. 1988). Roosevelt
established the first wildlife refuge, Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge, in 1903. Shortly
thereafter the Game and Bird Preserves Act was founded in 1905, which allowed for a
plethora of refuges, reservations, and preservations to be established. The National Park
Service Act of 1916 also aided in setting aside land that served as natural habitats. The
National Park Service (NPS) was established as managing entity, since the establishment of
parks began in the 1870s. In 1900, the Lacey Act prohibited transporting or selling wildlife
that was illegally taken under state law. The Tariff Act of 1930 bolstered regulations of the
Lacey Act with the addition of prohibiting international exports of imports of mammals or
birds (Musgrave 1988). In 1918 federal legislation focused on a specific type of wildlife in the
NIigratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). A second method of federal protection was established
ten years later with the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. This enabled migratory bird habitat
to be regulated an maintained under federal authority.
The 1930s and 40s further permeated the importance of environmentalism by
broadening actions of the federal government. "Legislation during this period attempted to
integrate many diverse concerns into comprehensive laws," (Musgrave 1988). Land and
resource management were key components of President Franklin D. Roosevelt's economic
restoration plan for the nation. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act ratified in 1934
encouraged state and federal collaboration in the establishment of constructing a national
program for wildlife conservation and rehabilitation. "This law was a precedent-setting
example of legislation requiring federal agency consideration of the impact of activities on
wildlife" (Musgrave 1988). This is an indication of the environmental reform movement and
what changes regarding human environmental disturbances are to come for the future. The
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first piece of wildlife legislation with the sole purpose of protecting a single species came in
1940, with the Bald Eagle Protection Act. International environmental concerns began to
grow during the 1940s. Global cooperation arose when the Convention on Nature
Protection and Wild Life Preservation in the Western Hemisphere was signed in 1940. "This
treaty called for the Parties to adopt laws to protect and preserve flora and fauna on lands
within their boundaries" (Musgrave 1988).
With the 1950s came post-war population influxes and environmental legislation.
Two of Earth's most essential natural resources gained protection through the Clean Air Act
of 1955 and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1948, later over turned in 1972 after
being amended repeatedly. The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 recognized fish and wildlife
populations as resources that, with proper protection, can thrive and grow but neglect or
overexploitation will lead to their demise. Additional legislation in the 1950s focused
primarily on marine wildlife and commercial and international fisheries. The Whaling
Convention Act passed in 1950 established the International Convention for the Regulation
of Whaling and later the International Whaling Commission (IWC). These organizations
sought to prevent the injustices brought upon whales by international whale harvesting
companies. Antarctica was established as a natural reserve with the signing of the Antarctic
Treaty in 1959 (Musgrave 1988).
The environmental movement picked up momentum as the 60s rolled in. Americans
opened their ears and minds to Rachel Carson's ground breaking book Silent Spring which
discussed the detrimental environmental costs caused by pesticides. Amendments to the
Clean Air Act in 1963 created national standards for air pollution control, while the Motor
Vehicle Act called for research to be conducted on automobile exhaust. The Water Quality
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Act 1965 called for states to establish water quality standards. These kinds of legislation do
not directly impact wildlife but help to protect/preserve habitats through a new means of
taking care of it. The National Wildlife Refuge System developed an organized network of
the previously established refuges and reserves (Musgrave 1988) so that one set of federal
administrative rules could manage and maintain them. The primary goals of the National
Wildlife Refuge System were to increase land management possibilities and further the goals
of the intended uses of refuges and reserves.
Richard Nixon's environmental initiatives in the 1970s were the most comprehensive
to date with 34 chief environmental laws passed between 1969 and 1972 (Musgrave 1988).
Upon signing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on January 1, 1970 it became
a requirement for federal agencies to consider "impacts on the whole environment before
major federal action is undertaken" (Musgrave 1988) through environmental assessments.
This marked a greater attention to how ecosystems interact and how these interactions affect
the quality of the global environment. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and in
turn the Office of Environmental Quality were formed to manage federal agencies'
environmental resolutions. President Nixon also created the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) as a means to direct all matters pertaining to the environment (Musgrave
1988). After the creation of the EPA there was a much more organized method of
implementing environmental policy.
The 1966 Endangered Species Preservation Act was the precursor to the
Endangered Species Conservation Act of 1969. This law provided the initial steps for
endangered species preservation by preventing the sale or trade of these species as well as
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initiating a running list of endangered species worldwide (Musgrave 1988). Both help to set
up the ratification of the primary piece of environmental legislation in the United States.
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) was passed by Congress in 1973. It is, "an act to
provide for the conservation of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, and
plants," (The Endangered Species Act of 1973). It is meant to protect and recover species
and their habitats. The act is enforced by the Department of Interior's U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) and the Commerce Department's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).
The FWS is primarily concerned with freshwater and terrestrial species, while the NMFS
monitors marine wildlife, such as whales and migratory fish species (United States 2009).
The U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Service is
also a federal agency heavily involved in ESA implementation (U.S. EPA 2012).
The ESA lists species under the categories "endangered" or "threatened".
"'Endangered' means a species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range. 'Threatened' means a species is "likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future" (U.S. FWS 2004). Currently there are 1,967 threatened or endangered
species worldwide, with 1,372 found in the United States. The FWS keeps a list of species
worldwide to account for migration and changes in populations of endangered or threatened
plant and wildlife (U.S. EPA 2012). Listing species is based on five key aspects-1) the
condition of their habit, how depleted of resources it is; 2) the exploitation of a species for
educational, recreational, scientific, or commercial purposes; 3) disease affecting the species
or level of predation; 4) lack of protective efforts; 5) other means via nature or humans that
may have detrimental impact on species survival (United States 2004). If one or a
combination of these conditions is met, then a species is listed and the FWS enacts
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protective measures. Listing must be in accordance with the most current scientific findings
and information regarding the species that is in existence.
The listing process begins with nomination of a species by the FWS or NMFS or by
a petition from the public or another federal agency. The citizen petition provision is an
important aspect of ESA legislation. If the FWS or NMFS support the listing suggestion
then a review of the species is made. Within one year, the petition or proposal is: supported,
rejected, or set aside for more time (Albrecht and Christman 2012). Factors determining the
status of a species are reviewed by a Secretary from either the Department of Interior or
Commerce, both of whom confer with one another regarding what actions to take. The
Secretary from the Department of Agriculture is consulted when dealing with the import or
export of plant species (Albrecht and Christman 2012). Secretaries have the power to change
the status of a species or remove it from the list. They also determine efforts made for the
protection of a species through means of "predator control, protection of habitat and food
supply, other conservation practices" (The Endangered Species Act of 1973) by states or
foreign nations are taken into account when listing a species. New actions or changes are not
be made by the Secretary of Department of Interior without seeking approval from the
Secretary of the Department of Commerce and vice versa. Federal funding is available to
those states who actively participate in protecting fauna and/ or flora. One of the goals of the
ESA is to encourage Federal and State cooperation such that, "[the] Secretary is authorized
to enter into a cooperative agreement in accordance with this section [Section 6] with any
State which established and maintains an adequate and active program for the conservation
of endangered species and threatened species" (The Endangered Species Act of 1973). All
findings relating to a listed species are published in the Federal Register.
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The Federal Register can best be described as "the daily journal of the United States
government," (Federal Register 2012). It is a means of providing the public with access to the
current happenings of the federal government pertaining to six different categories: Money,
Environment, World, Science & Technology, Business & Industry, and Health & Public
Welfare. The Federal Register is comprised of various types of information including
notices, proposed rules, final rules, and presidential documents. A banner across the top of
the website indicates how many "articles" fall into each type of information. A notice
consists of announcements regarding public interest, "public meetings, hearings,
investigations, grants and funding, environmental impact statements, information
collections, statements of organization and functions, delegations," (Federal Register 2012).
Proposed rules state ways in which agencies plan on developing solutions to challenges or
problems. In addition, the public is allowed to make comments on sections of the future
guideline and provide suggestions on ways they may be improved or what does not fit. Final
rules are put into effect with legal consequences and are published under the Code of Federal
Regulations. Presidential documents contain reports, orders, memoranda, and such that the
president has signed (Federal Register 2012).
Records of Federal Register essentially act as a timeline tracking an endangered
species' successes and failures in recovery. Records are lodged by a specific department and
an agency and in accordance with what kind of information they possess. Each new account
into the Federal Register is documented and examined to track the progress of each species
and whether the recommendations in the recovery plan, creation of critical habitat are
indeed working or need to be revised in some way. The Environment section houses all
reports and news on United States ecological based agencies, acts with an environmental
focus including: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, U.S.
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National Park Service, the Clean Air Act, and most pertinent to this paper the Endangered
Species Act (National Archives and Records Administration 2012).
The most essential factor of the ESA is the mission to recover listed species so that
they may be delis ted, no longer requiring the protection granted by the ESA. This is done
through the action of recovery plans which consist of three major sections. Each recovery
plan must have "a description of such site-specific management actions," that enable the
conservation of identified species; "objective measurable criteria which, when met, would
result" in the delisting of species; and "estimates of the time required and the cost to carry
out those measures needed to achieve the plan's goal" (The Endangered Species Act of
1973). The main authors of plans are }'WS biologists. Input is gathered from species experts
and "other Federal, State, and local agencies, Tribes, nongovernmental organizations,
academia, and other stakeholders" (U.S. FWS 2004). Another key component of the act that
support the conservation and recovery of a listed species is the protection of "critical
habitat". It is defined as particular habitat ranges where the species was found when listing
occurred, "on which are found those physical or biological features (I) essential to the
conservation of the species and (II) which may require special management consideration or
protection" (The Endangered Species Act of 1973). Other geographic regions that may be
necessary for the conservation of the species are also deemed areas of critical habitat.
It has been suggested that the ESA is a failure after having recovered only 12 of the
1,300 species listed since its ratification (Bean 2005). Congress never indicated in the ESA
how long the recovery process should take, though evidence implies that the process of fully
recovering a species must be persistent for a prolonged period of time. A primary example
of this lengthy procedure is seen in the whooping crane. After having established the
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Arkansas National Wildlife Refuge in Texas in 1937, the whooping crane population reached
its lowest point in 1941 with only 15 members. By the time the ESA was established more
that 40 years ago, the population size had only increased to 48. After the passing of the ESA,
the whooping crane population grew to nearly 500 birds (Bean 2005). It has not been
delis ted. This demonstrates results that are "successful" as deemed by the ESA, enough to
be removed from the threatened or endangered species list, are not immediate. Another
point on which the ESA could be considered a failure is with a population of Kemp's ridley
sea turtles. The establishment of a new nesting site on Padre Island National Seashore was
attempted in early 1978 on a site where few nests had been found in the past. The goal of
the study was to see if the turtles would return to their original hatching site, however, turtles
do not reach sexual maturity until approximately 10 years of age. Positive results did not
come until 1996. As nest numbers increase along Texas coastline, it is now evident that
reintroduction efforts were successful.
These examples highlight the amount of time needed before change in populations
will be observe for a given species. "Their recoveries are the result of a major, long-term
investment of conservation resources involving state, federal and private entities engaged in
a host of activities such as habitat management, captive breeding, reintroductions [... ] nest
monitoring, law enforcement [and] research" (Bean 2005). The terms "success" or "failure"
are black and white; they do not showcase the progress that is made from one extreme to the
other. A species recovery plan is deemed successful only if the species no longer needs the
protection of the ESA. The changes in population size and viability are not recognized
throughout the recovery process, suggesting that there are 110 positive events during this
time.
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Australia Environmental Legislation
The history of environmental legislation in Australia is not set into phases as with the
United States. Less is known about the formation of Australian environmental legislation.
The first piece of environmental legislation, entitled Australian Antarctic Territory
Acceptance Act was ratified in 1933 (DSEWPaC 2011). Since then various acts, primarily
from the 1960s onwards, relating to clean water, the Great Barrier Reef, protected areas,
national and world heritage sites, environment and so forth, have been ratified (DSEWPaC
2011). National heritage sites are defined as "natural, historic or Indigenous places that are
of outstanding national heritage value to the Australian nation as well as heritage places on
Commonwealth lands and waters or under Australian Government control," (DSEWPaC
2011), such as historic buildings or natural landscapes, the intrinsic identity of Australia. A
world heritage site is any site on the World Heritage List or one that is declared by the
Minister. Each state and territory of Australia has their own laws pertaining to endangered or
threatened species as seen in Table 1 (Sharman 2004).
Australian legislation is a multifaceted system that shares responsibilities between
Commonwealth, State and Territory governments (Sharman 2004). Commonwealth refers to
the federal government of Australia. The Australian equivalent to the ESA is the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999; it was developed
under the Australian Government's Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Communities (DSEWPaC) and is the major Commonwealth law pertaining
to threatened or endangered species. This act serves to protect and manage flora, fauna,
heritage places, and ecological communities of national and international importance. The
EPBC Act has a much broader purpose, focusing on eight different issues of national
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environmental significance-world heritage sites, national heritage places, wetlands of
international importance, nationally threatened species and ecological communities,
migratory species, Commonwealth marine areas, the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, and
nuclear actions (DSEWPaC 2010). The EPBC Act also identifies or lists "nationally
threatened species and ecological communities" (Sharman 2004), a commonality with the
ESA. The term "critical habitat" is also mentioned; it is an area of land that is necessary for
the survival of a threatened or endangered species or an ecological community. Migratory
species can be listed if their survival is in danger. An additional part of the EPBC Act
prohibits "certain processes that threaten the survival, abundance or evolutionary
development of a native species or ecological community (key threatening species)"
(Sharman 2004).
The EPBC Act has categorizes listing threatened species more specifically than does
the ESA. A native species may be labeled as extinct, extinct in the wild, critically endangered,
endangered category, vulnerable category, or conservation dependent as defined in Table 2
(DSEWPaC 2011). Species designated as "conservation dependent" or "extinct" do fall
under the efforts of the EPBC Act because they do not significantly impact the environment
(DSEWPaC 2011).
There is a specific process by which anyone can nominate a species or ecological
community for listed as threatened. Nomination and EPBC regulations checklist forms can
be found on the Australian government's website pertaining to the environment
(http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/ threatened Inominations.html). If they meet
the EPBC Regulation criteria, they are then passed onto the Threatened Species Scientific
Committee who develops a Proposed Priority Assessment List (pPAL) of all nominations
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received in the assessment cycle (DSEWPaC 2012). This list is then given to the Minister for
considerations. Changes may be made and then it is approved and becomes the Finalized
Priority Assessment List (FPAL). During this time of assessment the public is allowed to
comment and makes suggestions on the list. The Minister then gives the FPAL to the
Threatened Species Scientific Committee where they have an allotted time set by the
Minister to assess the nominations. The Committee decides which species, community, or
threatening process should be listed under the EPBC act. The final decision comes down to
the Minister, whereby he takes into account public comments and Committee's advice
(DSEWPaC 2012).
There are numerous proceedings used to fulfill the EPBC Act's goals: identification
of threatened species or ecological communities; formation of recovery plans and
conservation advices of listed species and communities; creation of a register of critical
habitat; identification of harmful actions that affect the biodiversity of ecosystems; and
development of threat abatement plans to reduce threatening actions (DSEWPaC 2012).
Conservation advices are essentially a compilation of the most recent and pertinent scientific
data that helps to support a species listing. It also provides insight on what conservation
efforts should be taken to best assist in species survivorship. The advice indicates what
measures should be taken at a local and regional level (DSEWPaC 2011). Recovery plans are
essential in helping to maximize long term survival of a threatened species or ecological
community in the wild. The Australian Government Minister of Environment Protection,
Heritage and the Arts adopts or implements plans for those species or actions listed under
the EPBC Act (DSEWPaC 2011). Recovery plans provide an outline for interest groups and
government agencies involved for what actions to take in order to reduce the decline of
population numbers and support the recovery of the species. A recovery plan is only
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approved once the Minister has discussed the plan with Ministers of the state where the
listed threatened species or ecological community exists; though through the Threatened
Species Scientific Committee's advice; and regarded comments made by the public
(DSEWPaC 2011).
After a species is listed there are a number of protective measures that may be
initiated. Recovery and threat abatement plans are drafted for listed species or ecological
communities found in Commonwealth areas. These are created by the Minister for the
Environment with input from States and Territories that may have relevance to the recovery
or threat abatement plan (Sharman 2004). Wildlife conservation plans (WCP) are another
form of protection for listed entities, establishing research and management programs that
support species survival. They serve to protect cetaceans and conservation dependent
migratory species. WCPs are prepared in a similar fashion to the recovery and threat
abatement plans (Sharman 2004). The Environmental impact process also provides defense
mechanism for threatened species or ecological communities. It is comprised of regulated
assessments that describe actions that may impact those species or communities that the
EPBC Act protects regardless of where these activities take place. Any action taken must be
approved by the Minister. The EPBC Act also promotes Commonwealth and State or
Territory government cooperation through '''bi-Iateral agreements'" (Sharman 2004). These
enable State or Territory governments to follow a process set forth by the Commonwealth
that meets State and Commonwealth requirements. Actions called upon by the
Commonwealth in accordance with the EPBC Act are set in motion by states and territories.
Agreements between states or territories and the Commonwealth result in a copasetic
relationship, ensuring that states and territories follow through with what the
Commonwealth wants. In Australia a permit is required to kill, injure, or damage any species
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protected under the EPBC Act. The Australian Whale Sanctuary was also established to
protect Commonwealth waters and cetaceans, whales, from any harmful actions. Lastly, the
EPBC Act states that these actions are illegal if performed in foreign waters (Sharman 2004).
The EPBC Act was established most especially for organizations or individuals with
projects that may have a great impact on the environment. The Australian Government must
be informed by organizations or entities that take new actions that may affect one of the
eight issues of national and international significance. The project must be assessed to
determine the effect the proposed development will have on wetlands, nationally threatened
fauna and flora species, migratory species, and any world or national heritage places
(Australian Government 2010). The EPBC Act's primary goals are to provide protection and
conservation of Australia's biodiversity, implement an environmental assessment and
approvals process for issues of national and environmental significance, as well as support
ecologically sustainable development (Australian Government 2010).
N on-Government Organizations
NGOs represent more localized conservation efforts. It is with the support of
national legislation that the work they seek to do has a leg to stand on. There are many
NGOs active in environment and wildlife issues. They represent efforts enforced by people
and not necessarily legislation and may be viewed as individuals making a difference. In
general, NGOs are professional organizations, regulation groups, and/or special interest
groups (Raustiala 1997). Those groups active in the political realm make up a small
percentage of current NGOs and yet, their work receives the most media and academic
merit. An NGO's focus, purpose, actions, process, members, and support differs from
organization to organization (Raustiala 1997).
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NGOs in the United States
The United States is home to more than seven times the number ofNGOs present
in Australia, granted the population of the United States is much greater than Australia as
well. There are many in which focus and purpose overlap and yet still have clear distinctions
that allow for unique efforts in the progression of conservation. An overarching theme of
environmental NGOs in the United States is improving biodiversity by conserving and
preserving native fauna and flora. This work is done through political activism, research,
education, manpower, communication, funding and support
The Center of Biological Diversity is an NGO directed out of Tucson, AZ with field
offices located throughout the countty. It promotes enhancing the relationship between
humans and nature. Studies show that time spent in nature promotes healthy development
(Louv 2005). One key way to preserve the link between humans and the environment is to
improve and maintain natural environments. This may be achieved through consistent
monitoring of plant and animal species. The Center of Biological Diversity pursues this
through "science, law and creative media, with a focus on protecting the lands, waters and
climate that species need to survive" (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). It got its start
from three young men-Kieran Suckling, Peter Galvin, and Todd Schulke-interested in
surveying owls in ponderosa pine forest in New Mexico 1989. A rare Mexican spotted owl
nest was observed; the three men took their discovery to the local Forest Service manager,
only to find out that the forest was soon to be harvested by a timber company. Due to
political gains and financial interests, the Forest Service, despite their own regulations,
disregarded the three men's protests and would not stop the timber sale, which prompted
outcry by Suckling, Galvin, and Schulke (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). In the end
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with the shutdown of many major timber industries, they were able to prevent that New
Mexican forest and numerous other forests from being destroyed.
Suckling, Galvin, and Schulke began a grassroots movement with the help of Dr.
Robin Silver who had written an Endangered Species Act petition requesting protection of
the Mexican spotted owl. Word of mouth reached other activists and the movement grew
into the Center for BiologicaJ Diversity. Early campaigns included protection of willow
flycatchers, goshawks and owls via lobbying to remove habitat threats. The Center
developed to encompass protection efforts in all western states. "The Center's innovation
was to systematically and ambitiously use biological data, legal expertise, and the citizen
petition provision of the [... J Endangered Species Act to obtain [... ] legally binding new
protections for animals, plants, and their habitat," (Center for Biological Diversity 2012).
Efforts and abilities have grown and enabled the protection of hundreds of species. Field
offices are scattered throughout the country. Protection energies have expanded to marine
life in the Pacific and Atlantic oceans and even as far north and south to the poles. The work
done in a political sphere has been the most successful in reaching goals-petitions, lawsuits,
political advocacy, activism and media outreach. Of all the lawsuits formed by the Center,
93% of cases have ended in a favorable outcome (Center for Biological Diversity 2011).
The Center for Biological Diversity has developed programs with specific alerts.
There are programs tailored for endangered species, climate law initiatives, oceans, public
lands, urban wildlands, and international plant and wildlife. Most relevant to this thesis are
efforts being made for the conservation of endangered species. The Center asserts that
endangered species survival is of the utmost importance and that they are the U.S.'s expert in
this field (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). Previous program successes of the Center
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include a campaign for federal protection of 1,000 of America's most endangered species, 48
species from Hawaii were put on the list soon after the growth of this movement. The
Center is also responsible recommending 440 plant and animal species for listing under the
ESA and increasing protected acreage of critical habitat in Arkansas, New Mexico, Texas,
and Kansas to California for many species. The Center has been critical in keeping the
Endangered Species Act well supported by providing political opponents of the 108,h and
109,h Congresses with scientific data and statistical analysis supporting the progressive
movements of conservation plans (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). Scientific
publications citing work the Center has done were the first that quantified population trends
of numerous endangered species as well as outlining the importance of critical habitat for
species survival (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). Currently the Center is working on
campaigns regarding human overpopulation, bats, gray wolves, and the extinction crisis. All
efforts are initiated through the use of many methods-scientific analysis, listing and
protecting species, critical habitat for species, political advocacy, government oversight, and
creative media (Center for Biological Diversity 2011). This NGO has a firm commitment to
its environmental initiatives and philosophies. They have utilized their resources and
knowledge in such a way that has granted many successes.
Another NGO of the United States has a more specific conservation purpose. The
Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) serves to "Save the Bay" and maintaining its health, with
70 out of 100 on CBF's Health Index. The score on the Health Index is determined by
indicators in three main categories-habitat, pollution, and fisheries. Each indicator gets a
separate score; they are summed to determine the bay's Health Index reading. A score of 70
and above is an A+. Scores are compared with the first watershed rate in the 1600s of 100.
In 2010 the bay was reported with having a score of 31 (Chesapeake Bay Foundation 2010).
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The Chesapeake Bay and its tributary rivers are seen as a national treasure. CBF's mission is
to ensure that that there are high standards for measuring water quality, meaning water is
pure, with no impacts of toxic contaminants, and sustains healthy oxygen levels. The CBF
also envisions, "natural filters on both land and in the water [to] provide resilience to the
entire Chesapeake Bay system and serve as valuable habitat for both terrestrial and aquatic
life" (Chesapeake Bay Foundation 2011). The CBF is looking towards future goals to make
certain to progress towards their vision. By 2015 the CBF wants the Bay to be delisted; this
will be taken care of with the support of federal and state government cooperation by
enforcing the Clean Water Act, reduced pollution acts, and other political actions that
support the health and productivity of the Chesapeake Bay watershed (Chesapeake Bay
Foundation 2011). The CBF takes a holistic approach to achieve its goals of encouraging
resident pressure on the government. They will rely on the following strategies: education,
advocating, litigation, and restoration.
The Chesapeake Bay Foundation in 1964 when a group of Baltimore businessmen
requesting government assistance for the ever-growing problems at the Bay, met with the
Congressman of the Eastern Shore, Rogers C.B. Morton. Morton told them to generate
public concern first before pursuing government support. A private interest group was the
best way to represent the voice of the Bay, was formed in 1967, with Arthur Sherwood at its
helm. "SAVE THE BAY" became CBF's motto during this time, stirring great interest
among inhabitants of the bay area (Chesapeake Bay Foundation 2011). The 1970s put CBF
more on the radar when Maryland and Virginia enacted tidal wetland protection acts, in
which a 90% decrease of tidal wetland loss ensued. The environmental education program
of the bay began during this decade. A water-based education station was housed in a large
workboat. In 1976 the CBF had done such a good job at making the public aware of the
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threats facing their bay that the Senator of the time pushed an action into Congress that a 7
year study of the Chesapeake Bay be conducted by the EPA. The basis of this studied has
sparked numerous others and is the basis of much scientific interest in this area (Chesapeake
Bay Foundation 2011). The next decade rolled in with the conclusions of the EPA report,
increased momentum, larger membership, and development of the education program. The
EPA report discussed the numerous human pressures causing the bay to suffer. In 1983 the
Mayor of the District of Columbia and Governors of Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania
held a major conference with CBF staff, scientists, and other environmental groups to
create and interstate Chesapeake Bay Agreement. The Agreement called for increased
programming in each state as well as an increase in funding. Campaigns of focus during this
time included reducing bay shoreline development, eliminating controllable toxic inputs into
the bay, and prohibiting bay area drilling (Chesapeake Bay Foundation 2011). The 90s came
with the realization the CBF goals must be altered with the changing times. The Clean Water
Act was doing its job, industrial facilities and sewage treatment plants had cleaned up their
bay discharge. Focus shifted to slowing other sources of run-off: urban/suburban areas and
farms. A "State of Bay Report" was commissioned to instigate future planning for the bay.
Planning ended in 1996 and lead to the creation of, "nine indicator benchmarks for Bay
restoration over the next 10-20 years [which consist of] wetlands, underwater grasses,
forested stream buffers, migratory fish, oysters, toxics, dissolved oxygen, water clarity, and
loss of resources lands" (Chesapeake Bay Foundation 2011). With these future goals in place,
CBF was interested in recruiting more members and constituents in order to move forward
to achieving benchmarks set in place.
With the 17 million inhabitants that impact the Watershed area, CBF efforts are
always present to ensure bay restoration actions are progressing. History of the bay area
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highlights that although its inhabitants have been the cause of the detriments of the bay, they
also become the solutions for restoring and saving the bay (Chesapeake Bay Foundation
2012). The 4 key strategies that enable the bay to achieve their goals include restoration,
education, litigation, and advocating. Current issues that the CBF is addressing are:
agriculture, air pollution, climate change, fisheries, land use, mercury, natural gas drilling,
sewage, stormwater and nitrogen and phosphorus levels in the bay (Chesapeake Bay
Foundation 2011). Political actions enable the CBF to carry out its mission via
environmental laws, lawsuits, and its place in the political agenda (Chesapeake Bay
Foundation 2011).
The CBF has a much more specialized conservation interest. Work is being done to
preserve the Chesapeake Bay Watershed and try to achieve some aspects of its natural state
before vast human impacts. This organization takes a more localized approach as compared
to the Center for Biological Diversity.
NGOs in Australia
Australian Student Environment Network (ASEN) is comprised of student groups
from 38 universities in 5 states throughout Australia. It is a network of different collectives
of young minds interested in promoting changes in environmental and sodal justice issues.
Members of a collective have closely matched interests and ideals. They also strive for
similar goals or movements. Student collectives join together under the statewide networks
and further unite within the national network of ASEN (ASEN 2011).
Collectives are made of students from a number of campuses, high schools, and
Technical and Further Education programs. They are involved with issues locally and
support a change movement on and off campus. Each collective participates in their own
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activities by working on different local and national campaigns. Many collectives may be
working on the same campaign on their own campus with the intent to collaborate with
other collectives and share various resources. Communication throughout the networks is
facilitated through electronic means and face to face contact. Campaigns in 2010 included
climate, nuclear free and indigenous solidarity, and food co-op issues. Campaigns in the past
have involved work with forests, oceans, high school outreach, and inclusiveness (ASEN
2011).
State networks are comprised of all the collectives in the state and act as a support
and communication system. They also help to run various campaigns throughout the state.
State networks organize social and education get-togethers for the collectives. This broadens
and strengthens the network. State networks stay in contact with one another blanketing
Australia and binding to become ASEN (ASEN 2011). The state networks involved include:
Western Australian Student Environment Network, South Australia Student Environment
Network, Cross Campus Environment (VIC), Student Environment Activist Network
(NSW and ACT), Queensland Environment Activist Network, and Charles Darwin
University (ASEN 2011).
ASEN puts together the Students of Sustainability Conference (SoS) annually; it is
the largest and longest running environment conference in Australia. The SoS hosts a range
of activities based on environmental and social justice issues, such as, "workshops, inspiring
talks, discussions, plenaries, planning sessions, actions, practical skill-sharing, networking,
and hanging out with other enviro kids," (ASEN 2011). The conference hosts 600-800
people each year.
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The bulk of the work on the campaigns of ASEN primarily comes from the efforts
of Australian youth. It is the efforts of students that ensure the actions intended by
campaigns are achieved. Students work together throughout Australia to promote
environmental and social justice issues in order to activate a revolution. This is the interest
group who wants to see change now.
Another conservation organization at a different level in the "Land Down Under" is
the Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF). It is a national, community-based
organization that promotes for a conscientious society. The Australian Conservation
Foundation stands for four main objectives: to "work towards a society which protects,
sustains and restores the environment; stimulate public and political discussion of ideas and
actions for the environment; strengthen the organization; broaden and strengthen the
environment movement" (ACF 1999). It is Australia's leading non-profit environmental
organization. It works with industry, governmental, and community groups to achieve its
goals.
In 1963, the Duke of Edinburgh encouraged Francis Ratcliffe, an established
entomologist to set up a meeting with conservationists, community leaders, and
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization (CSIRO) colleagues. At a
conference in Canberra in August 1964, all parties came together to form the ACF. The
group was officially established in 1966 and Chief Justice of the High Court, Sir Garfield
Barwick, was appointed president of ACF. Momentum for the organization did not pick up
until a major tragedy ensued in 1972, the flooding of Lake Pedder in Tasmania. More
conservation issues came forth and the organization placed emphasis on a desire for a
healthy environment throughout Australia. During this time, conservation initiatives targeted
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iconic features of Australia including: the Great Barrier Reef, Kakadu, and Daintree
Rainforest. Interests in conservation work done within the urban fringe, green spaces within
and outside of a city, also arose. This campaign became known as "Green Bans" and was
one of the first of its kind. Its major goals pertained to the preservation of historic buildings,
parklands and bush, to ensure that urban areas do not become entirely developed and made
of concrete (ACF 2004).
The ACF played a great role in establishing a plethora of campaigns that improved
environmentalism throughout Australia. They sought to establish World Heritage areas,
national park spaces, ban mining in environmentally important areas, and conserve
threatened or endangered species. The ACF initiated the establishment of a Royal
Commission for the conservation of the Barrier Reef. On May 5, 1970 after
recommendations by a joint advisory committee, and a proposal from the ACF, the Great
Barrier Reef was established by the Queensland and Australian Governments. In 1975, the
Great Barriar Marine Park Act was ratified, which established the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park Authority who had the power to decide what activity was prohibited on the Reef (ACF
2004).
During the 70s the idea of conservation in Australia was evolving. The face of
membership had expanded from academics and scholars to people of various backgrounds.
As the ACF became a more recognized organization, with a growing list of project successes,
issues appearing on the political agenda, and associations with good companies and agencies,
membership grew too. The ACF strives for "the resolve to keep working as a voice for all
Australians and raise awareness of the issues that could have an enormous and potentially
disastrous impact-both for Australia and the entire planet" (ACF 2004). By the 1980s,
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conservation efforts in Australia began to make great strides. In 1981 the Great Barrier Reef
was declared a marine park, again through the heavy influence and efforts of the ACF. Two
years later a summit was held to form a National Conservation Strategy for Australia, in
which 40 conservation delegates of the ACF were represented and key players in developing
a future plan of action for environmentalism (ACF 2004). This was seen as a pinnacle
moment in environmentalism in Australia; however, as the decade came to a close, many
financial concerns arose. A recession stalled many plans throughout the country and actions
were hard to complete without the necessary funding.
ACF was seen as one of the most active groups in the conservation field and
constantly received requests from the media to discuss their current programs.
Environmental issues became prominent on political agendas, specifically greenhouse
pollution and climate change in the 1990s. ACF aligned with the National Farmers'
Federation (NFF) in order to garner more protection to the production aspects of the
Australian environment. This coalition formed many Landcare programs throughout
Australia. In 1989 all mining in Antarctica was banned; this was an effort that began back in
the 1970s and had finally come to fruition. The ban of mining in Antartica was seen as a
highly important and environmentally pertinent decision across the globe (ACF 2004).
Another of ACFs initiatives was the declaration of an important World Heritage area, the
wet tropics rainforest in Queensland. It was established in 1989 and protected 900,000
hectares of local fauna and flora. This particular World Heritage site is only 1% of Australia's
land area, yet holds 30% of all marsupials, 23% of reptile, and 18% of bird populations in
the country (ACF 2004), indicating the value of this site. The rest of the decade, resulted in
halting various mining operations throughout Pacific Asia.
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A new attitude has emerged since the turn of the century. People are more aware of
the kinds of environmental concerns that plague their world. Australians have been more
interested in making personal changes to do their part in the green movement through
lifestyle choices. In 2005 ACF enacted the GreenHome program to engage those interested
in environmentally conscious actions but are not quite sure what measures to take. The
GreenHome program focuses on ways to lessen one's ecological footprint. Recent successes
have been "Natural Advantage: A Blueprint for a Sustainable Australia" launched by Sir
William Deane in 2000. This serves as an outline for long-term goals for environmental
issues. It is a report that includes information about, "consumption, population, legal reform
and corporate responsibility as well as ACF's more traditional conservation work" (ACF
2004). A number of other programs including protection of the Otway Ranges and the
establishment of marine national park system in Victoria in 2002, prevention of Ningaloo
Reef, Western Australia from being developed into a marina and resort in 2003, and saving
of the Great Artesian Basin in 2006 (ACF 2004).
ACF's green thinking stems from the aesthetic beauty and the natural environment
provides and the desire to preserve it and to ensure that those habitats and species are able
to thrive in a natural setting free of great human impacts. This NGO takes a more
comprehensive view on environmental protection and various ways to achieve it. ACF
utilizes a variety of networks to acquire resources, political power, media attention, and
support. Many of their successful campaigns have altered the way Australia's natural
landmarks are viewed and appreciated; they are seen as valuable entities of Australia.
Without the tireless effort of the ACF the Great Barrier Reef would likely be in worse
condition and Australian national parks would not quite have the stature they have today.
ACF is so concerned with the state of Australian fauna and flora that it "recognizes that we
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share the earth with many other living things that have intrinsic value and warrant our
respect, where or not they are of benefit to us" (ACF 1999). It is the concept of respect for
other living creatures that instills the goal-oriented mindset of active protection of the AFe.
Case Studies
Two endemic species are used as case studies help to understand how conservation
efforts between countries can compare and contrast. The Hawaiian monk seal and the
Tasmanian devil are both endemic island species that are mammals with limited ranges. They
serve as good comparisons to closely examine how recovery processes vary across the globe.
Hawaiian monk seal Species Account
1. Historical versus Current Distribution.
The Hawaiian monk seal (j'vIonachtls sciJatlinsiandz) has always lived throughout the
Hawaiian Archipelago. This species is endemic to Hawaii. They are primarily located
in the northwestern island chain of Hawaii (Neubauer 2011). Main colonies are
found at French Frigate Shoals, Pearl and Hermes Reef, Lisianski and Laysan Islands,
Kure Atoll, and the Midway Islands. Smaller colonies live at Nihoa and Necker
Islands. The bulk of these islands are within the Papahanaumokuakea Marine
National Monument (Hawaiian Monk Seal 2012). Since the 1980s, monk seals have
been seen on Hawaii's main islands including Maui, Kauai, Oahu and Molokai.
(Reeves et ai. 2002).
2. Historical versus Current Abundance.
Hawaiian monk seals have inhabited the Hawaiian Islands as early as 10 million years
ago. In the 1800s, sealers, feather hunters, guano miners, and sailors flocked to this
area. M. sciJauinsiandi were killed for food, their oil, and pelts. These commercial
harvests were unreported and had a detrimental effect on population numbers of
Hawaiian monk seals (Weber 2006; Reeves et al. 2002). Activities of World War II
brought new human disturbances, construction, and more problems for monk seals.
Population numbers steadily decline from then on out. There are great efforts being
taken to determine why there is such a heavy decline in population numbers. Because
the Hawaiian monk seals only inhabit the Hawaiian Islands, any changes in climate,
food supply, and habitat have immense impacts on the survivorship. Today there are
less than 1,200 individuals (Neubauer 2011; Weber 2006).
3. Life History Features
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A. Breeding.
Little is known about the mating system or reproductive success of these
creatures but it is suggested that M. scbauinslandi are serially monogamous.
Hawaiian monk seals breed 1-5 km off shore, in open water. The breeding
season runs March - August, peaking in April (Neubauer 2011; Reeves et al.
2002). Males swim from beach to beach searching for estrous females. Due to
the high ratio of males to females at some breeding grounds, group mobbing of
receptive females can occur, causing injury or death to these females, furthering
the gap between male and female numbers (Hawaiian Monk Seal 2012; Reeves et
al. 2002). Birth occurs after an 11 month gestation period that also contains a 3
month period of delayed implantation. Birth occurs at a breeding site familiar to
a mother. When a pup is born, the mother stays with the pup throughout the
entire nursing period of about 39 days. During this time the mother fasts and can
lose 100s of pounds. On the other hand, at birth a pup weighs 14-17 kg and after
nursing 50-100 kg. Because birth requires a lot of energy from a mother, they
often only produce 1 pup a year (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012; Neubauer 2011).
B. Juvenile Habitat.
Hawaiian monk seals need both terrestrial and marine habitats to survive.
Mothers nurse their young in breeding grounds they have used before. Sandy
beaches with visible reefs are ideal for nursing, molting, parturition, and resting.
Exposed reefs limit shark access and provide shelter from surf swells. Protected
waters are used when pups are learning to hunt for prey (Neubauer 2011).
C. Adult Habitat.
The majority of aM. scbauinslandz's life is spent in the ocean. The warm waters
surrounding the Hawaiian Archipelago are quite suited for an adult Hawaiian
monk seal when foraging, playing, and interacting with each other. They rarely
swim further than water that is 100 m deep, though some have been seen
foraging in water over 300 m deep. Vegetation surrounding beaches are used as
means of protection from UV rays and shelter when sleeping (Neubauer 2011).
While on land, M. scbauinslandi layout on sand, corals, and volcanic rock (NOAA
Fisheries Service 2012).
D. Home Range Size.
This depends on the size of a colony, age of colony, and available food sources.
It is noted that 95% of foraging grounds are within a 38 km radius of seals' home
island (Neubauer 2011).
E. Territories.
Unknown.
F. Seasonal Migrations.
Hawaiian monk seals do not migrate (Neubauer 2011).
G. Torpor (Hibernation).
Hawaiian monk seals do not hibernate.
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H. Interspecific "Associations/Exclusions.
Unknown
I. Ages/Size at Reproductive Maturity.
Female Hawaiian monk seals reach reproductive maturity at 5-6 years old. The
age of reproductive maturity for males is unknown but it thought to be between
5 and 10 years old (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012; Neubauer 2011). A sexually
mature female reaches an average length of 2.25 m and an average weight of 203
kg. An adult male seal is slightly smaller than his counterpart; they have an
average length of 2.1 m and an average weight of 169 kg (Reeves et al. 2002).
J. Longevity.
M. schauinslandi live 25-30 years in the wild. Lifespan in captivity is unknown
(NOAA Fisheries Service 2012).
K. Feeding Behavior.
About 80% of a Hawaiian monk seal's diet consists of shallow reef teleost fishes.
The remainder of their diet is made up of cephalopods, primarily octopi and
crustaceans (Neubauer 2011). A monk seal's diet depends on its age, size, and
location within the Hawaiian Archipelago. Adult monk seals prey on nocturnal
species, while juvenile seals hunt for species hidden under rocks or in the sand
during the day. Hunting grounds are usually 18-90 m deep and away from the
immediate shoreline; although there have been sightings of seals foraging at 330
m (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012). When foraging M. scbauinslandi may spend 4-
30 minutes under water during a dive. A longer dive could indicate that a seal is
resting on the ocean floor (Reeves et al. 2002).
L. Predators.
Tiger and Galapagos sharks prey upon Hawaiian monk seals. Shark predation is
thought to be the major cause for pup mortality (Neubauer 2011; Reeves et al.
2002).
M. Anti-Predator Mechanisms.
To protect themselves from shark predators, Hawaiian monk seals nest on
beaches surrounded by exposed reefs and feed in underwater caves (Neubauer
2011).
N. Disease.
Unknown.
O. Parasites
Unknown.
4. Conservation.
Hawaiian monk seal population numbers have been declining for the past 20
years. There are less than 1,200 individuals and it is predicted to be less than
1,000 in the next 3-4 years. M. schauinslandi has been on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's endangered species list since November 23, 1976. The IUCN Red List
of Threatened Species has marked them as critically endangered. They also
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•receive protection from the Marine Mammal Protection Act (NOAA Fisheries
Service; Neubauer 2002). There are many threats to Hawaiian monk seal
survivability including: human interference, low genetic variability, limited food
sources for juvenile and young adult seals, male aggression, and spread of disease.
Human interference results in disturbance of pupping and nesting sites on shore,
seals tangled in fishing equipment (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012). Many
conservation efforts are being put forth to try to save this species. A recovery
plan has been drawn up according to the ESA; NOAA Fisheries and its partners
are working together in accordance with the plan. Research is being conducted
that measures available resources, monitor reproduction occurrences, study
foraging behavior, and diseases (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012). The National
Marines Fisheries Service (NMFS) is working on ways to stabilize population
numbers by keeping tourists away from breeding grounds and nesting sites. They
are also protecting females and juvenile seals by moving aggressive males to
other islands. The females are also involved in a captive care program which
increases the survivorship of female juvenile seals. They are given nutritional
supplements to support their development (Neubauer 2011). Public education
campaigns have been created to create conservation awareness of M. schauinslandi.
Under the protection of the ESA, critical habitat was designated throughout the
Hawaiian Archipelago in 1988. This includes inland vegetation, beach areas, islets,
sand spits, and ocean areas of designated use. 'Since its original designation, there
have been proposals by NMFS and NOAA to revise critical habitats for the
Hawaiian monk seal (NOAA Fisheries Service 2012).
Tasmanian devil Species Account
1. Historical versus Current Distribution.
Today Tasmanian Devils (SarcopbiluJ bClrrisiz) are only found in the Australia's island
state, Tasmania (Clutton-Brock et al. 2002). It has been said that 600 years ago,
before European settlement, S. barrisii were found throughout mainland Australia
(Darling et al. 1992); records of large Tasmanian devils have been discovered in fossil
deposits. Extinction from the mainland could be due to the climate change, disease,
or the increased presence of dingos, in which Tasmanian devils could not adequately
cOlnpete with (DPIPWaE 2011).
2. Historical versus Current Abundance.
Hundreds of years ago when Tasmanian devils roamed throughout Australia,
abundance was much greater than it is today. In the 1800s, after European
settlement, devils were thought to be a pest. They went after livestock; farmers
sought to eradicate them via trapping and poisoning. Devil population numbers
suffered. Population size has fluctuated throughout the 20th century (DPIPWaE
2011). Today it is hard to predict how many devils remain. Only a few sites in
Tasmania have been sampled for population size and these are primarily for studying
32
the prevalence of the Devil Facial Tumor Disease. Also World Heritage Areas, where
S. harrisii are protected have low accessibility. Predicted population size ranges from
10,000 -100,000 (DPIPWaE 2011).
3. Life History Features
A. Breeding
Males compete for females to breed with. There is no long term association with
adult Tasmanian devils. Breeding usually occurs in March, toward the start of
Tasmanian winter (Dewey et al. 2001).
1. First birth. Gestation is 21-31 days; birth occurs in April-May. Upon which
Tasmanian devils, about the size of a grain of rice, leave the birth canal and
blindly crawl 3 inches to the mother's pouch where they continue their
development (Darling et al. 1992).
11. Second birth. Approximately 40 offspring are produced during each
reproductive event but there are only 4 teats in the pouch, indicating that
only 4 new devils are fully produced (DPIPWaE 2011). The young devils
leave the pouch after 15 weeks around August-September. They then spend
another 15 weeks in a nest being weaned by their mother. By November-
December they are ready to go out on their own (Darling et al. 1992).
B. Juvenile Habitat.
Young devils only stay with their mothers for 3-4 months after fully developing.
Devils are found throughout Tasmania, most especially in agricultural areas
where there is a constant supply of carrion. Habitat consists of coastal and inland
areas where open, dry schlerophyll forests and mixed schlerophyll rainforests are
prevalent. These are bushy and wooded areas. Tasmanian devil dens consist of
caves, burrows, and hollow logs (Dewey et al. 2001; Stone 1990).
C. Adult Habitat.
See "Juvenile Habitat" above.
D. Home Range Size.
S. barrisii typically do not travel very far from their home. They average within
3.2 km a night from their home (Dewey et al. 2001).
E. Territories.
There is little known about how Tasmanian devils set up living quarters in the
wild. They do not have specific territories because they can mobilize their home
range. On the other hand, they do defend a small amount of personal space
(DPIPWaE 2011).
F. Season Migrations.
Unknown.
G. Torpor (Hibernation).
Although S. barrisii do not hibernate, they do have the expert ability to conserve
energy via a state of torpor. Their body temperature falls from 100° F to 88° F;
pulse and breathing rate rapidly minimizes. Just as quickly as a devil goes into
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torpor state it can revert back to a normal state; they are one of the best animals
at mobilizing energy quicldy (Darling et al. 1992).
H. Interspecific Associations/ Exclusions.
Unknown
I. Age/Size at Reproductive Maturity.
Tasmanian devil females become sexually mature at age 2 (Stone 1990). They are
fully grown; body size 20.5-32 inches and tail length 9-12 inches (Clutton-Brock
et al. 2002). Adult male devils weigh 12-25 pounds; females are 15% smaller than
males (Darling et al. 1992).
J. Longevity
In the wild Tasmanian devils live about 5 years. In captivity devils can live up to
8 years (DPIPWaE 2011).
K. Feeding Behavior.
S. barrisii are predators and scavengers, eating whatever may cross its path. In one
feeding they can eat up to 15 times their body weight. Devils prefer to eat carrion
because they can expend less energy hunting. They have the ability to resist the
disease causing bacteria in rotten meat (Darling et al. 1992; DPIPWaE 2011).
Devils have been known to consume wombats, wallabies, sheep, rabbits, insects,
reptiles, and even vegetation. S. barrisii have immensely powerful jaws enabling it
to devour all of its prey including organs, fur and bones. They use their keen
sense of smell to locate prey at night (Dewey et al. 2001). When groups of devils
feed on large carrion such as a cow, loud screams and yells erupt to frighten off
nearby devils; this serves as a means of protecting a devil's prey (Darling et al.
1992).
L. Predators.
Reports of adult Tasmanian devil predators only include Tasmanian wolves.
Smalls devils are preyed on by eagles, owls, and spotted tail quolls (Dewey et al.
2001). In addition, due to S. barrisii independent nature they must also be
mindful of each other. Many devil versus devil confrontations are resolved
through a variety of threats, in which devils eventually retreat from each other
(Darling et al. 1992). Fights between devils are due to competition for females.
Fights cause severe facial damage. The dominant devil in a fight bites the cheek
of the inferior devil drawing blood. Many devils' faces or rumps are scarred due
to bites from devil opponents (Darling et al. 1992; DPIPWaE 2011).
M. Anti-Predator Mechanisms.
Threatening measures include loud vocalizations, teeth clicking, foot stomping,
chemical sprays, red ears, and a furry "tornado" in which a devil switches
between two different poses very rapidly giving it the impression of spinning
around like a tornado (Darling et al. 1992).
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N. Diseases.
In the mid 1990s Devil Facial Tumor Disease (DFTD) was first reported. It is a
disease that is characterized by small facial lesions, tumors that enlarge and may
cause cancers to spread throughout the body. Within 3-5 months of the
appearance of the lumps, a devil dies. The cancer weakens the devil making it
hard to find food. S. harrisii with DFTD die of starvation and breakdown of
body functions. The cancer spreads like a contagious disease and is transmitted
through bites (DPIPWaE 2010). Cells in the tumors are transferred between
devils, acting as as a tissue graft which prompts no immune response from the
devils. Tumor cells are clones and are transplanted from an infected devil to a
non-diseased devil (Siddle et al. 2007).
O. Parasites.S. harrisii are known to have external and internal parasites including: ticks,
tapeworms, and other parasites (Frequently Asked Questions 2011).
P. Conservation.
Tasmanian devil population numbers have fluctuated throughout the 20
th
and
21 sr century. Their level of protection has varied with the changing population
numbers (Darling et al. 1992). Devils were first protected by law in June 1941
(DPIPWaE 2011). Since the emergence ofDFTD Tasmanian devil numbers
have greatly declined. Devils were considered to be at lower risk in early 2000s
(Clutton~Brock et al. 2002). But by May 2008, population numbers were so low
that devils were listed as Endangered under Tasmania's Threatened Species Protection
Act 1995. Later that year, devils were added to the Red Lost of the International
Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (lUCN) as
Endangered. A year after S. harrisii were first listed as Endangered, the
Commonwealth recognized the dire need for protection of these creatures by
listing them under the Enviwnment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999 (DPIPWaE 2011).
Conservation of the Hawaiian monk Seal
It is essential to utilize the Federal Register in order to gain understanding on the
conservation effotts being put into action for the Hawaiian Monk Seal. The original listing of
the Hawaiian monk seal as an endangered species occuered on November 23, 1976. This
listing was in conjunction with stipulations set forth by the ESA. This final ruling was issued
after its reveal to the public as a notice on August 11, 1976. Commen" including one by the
Governor of Hawaii in 1976, George R. Ariyoshi, who wholeheattedly supported its listing
saying that, "listing of the Hawaiian monk seal as an endangered species throughout its range
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in the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands will assure that its management will focus on
perpetuation a viable population," (Federal Register 1976; Hawai'i Timeline 2012).
On March 23, 1983 a recovery plan was established to save the Hawaiian monk seal
(Federal Register 1983). A team of experts helps to develop the plan which is comprised of
two main parts: an introduction and the recovery plan description. The introduction is
biological background information on the species and an overview of conservation efforts
underway. The recovery plan states specific objectives to stimulate recovery of a species;
these objectives are in accordance with ESA stipulations. Said objectives include: find out
and if possible alleviate the cause of natural factors that may be the source of population
decline, identify state of natural habitat, analyze and monitor Hawaiian monk seal
populations, assess and if possible alleviate human direct and/ or indirect impacts on seal
populations, execute management plan to ensure recovery of species, provide the public with
an awareness and education campaign to promote conservation in the area (United States
1983). An outline of the plan is created that indicates steps to take in order to meet proposed
objectives. Later in the plan, a table is included that organizes which agency involved is
responsible for carrying out task, what task is being implemented, when tasks are to be
completed, how much it will cost to perform actions, and a priority rating that designates a
level of importance for a particular task is. A summary compiles all key aspects of the plan in
a narrative form (U.S. NMFS 1983).
Critical habitat was established for the Hawaiian monk seal per request by NOAA
and in accordance with a new Rules and Regulations addition to the FR on April 30, 1986.
Critical habitat was designated to include beach areas, lagoon waters, and a depth of up to 10
fathoms out to see around Kure Atoll, Midway Islands (excluding Sand Island), Pear and
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Hermes Reef, Lisanski Island, French Frigate Shoals, Gardner Pinnacles, Laysan Island,
Necker Island, and Nihoa Island. Comments were included that provided various
suggestions as to what islands and how far out to sea the designation should include. There
are certain biological criteria that must be met in order to be considered critical habitat
including: "space for individual population growth and for normal behavior; food, water, air,
light minerals or physiological requirements; cover or shelter; sites for breeding,
reproduction, rearing of offspring, germinator or seed dispersal; and generally, habitats that
are protected from disturbance or are representative of the historic geographical and
ecological distributions of listed species," (Federal Register 1986).
Just two years after the original designation of critical habitat, reevaluation of habitat
was considered in a new Rules and Regulations record in the Federal Register on May 26,
1988. NMFS wanted to move critical habitat out to 20 fathoms (36.6 m) in order to include
habitats that might need special management or protection. NMFS also suggested including
Maro Reef in the critical habitat designation (Federal Register 1988). Because of the issues in
the previous ruling out to 10 fathoms, NMFS assessed designated distance to ensure that 10
fathoms would provide the most beneficial distance protection for the Hawaiian monk seal.
When NMFS proposed the regulation to extend protection out to 20 fathoms, all
commenters supported the ruling expect the State of Hawaii. Hawaiian government officials
did not feel that sufficient scientific evidence was provided to change the designation out to
20 fathoms. Additionally, they were not satisfied with the originally ruling; again saying that
scientific basis was not present to justify the need for proposed critical habitat. Supporters of
the new ruling include: U.S. Department of the Interior, the Humane Society of the United
States, the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Greenpeace, the Committee for Humane
Legislation, the Center for Environmental Education and one citizen (Federal Register
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1988). NMFS evaluated current scientific studies, biological information, public comments,
recommendations made by the Recovery Team and the Marine Mammal Commission, and
comments on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Staternent to determine if the monk
seal's habitat range remained consistent with the definition of "critical habitat".
Of biggest concern was how the Hawaiian economy might be affected. Federal
agencies are in charge of monitoring human activities in critical habitat; funding and
authorization is their responsibility as well. These agencies must also consult with the NMFS
of any actions they may be taking to ensure that Hawaiian monk seals are not harmed in
anyway. Included in this ruling are maps of each island labeled as critical habitat (Federal
Register 1988).
August 2007 brought many changes to current conservation efforts being put forth
at that time. A five year review of the standing of the monk seal as well as the creation of a
new recovery plan was announced in the Federal Register on August 22, 2007. A review of a
species allows the NMFS to look at current scientific data, to either remove a species from
the list (delisting) or reclassify a species, from endangered to threatened or vice versa
(Federal Register 2007)Scientific support for review can come from five different categories
including: (A) species biology such as, "population trends, distribution, abundance,
demographics, and genetics"; (B) habitat conditions such as, "amount, distribution, and
suitability"; (C) conservation efforts in use to aid the species; "(D) status and trends of
threats; and (E) other new information data or corrections including, but not limited to ,
taxonomic or nomenclatural changes, identification of erroneous information contained in
the List, and improve analytical methods" (Federal Register 2007). Upon completion of the
38
...
five year review, the NMFS stated that the Hawaiian monk seal should remain listed and
classified as "endangered" (Federal Register 2007).
A new recovery plan was developed to augment key goals of the plan from 1983
because actions proposed then have not been effective in recovety. The monk seal is still in
great crisis with 20 years of continual population decline. The plan highlights specific threats
affecting monk seal populations; these being: low juvenile and sub-adult survival rates due to
decreased prey availability resulting in starvation; juvenile mortality from human
disturbance-disease exposure, interactions with mother and pup, entanglement in fishery
equipment; and predation by Galapagos sharks; loss of habitat and resources from erosion
and climate change; possible disease affecting a small population in a small geographic range
(U.S. NMFS 2007). Threats are categorized as either "Crucial" - an immediate and ongoing
threat, "Serious"-possible cause of localized threats, or "Moderate"-localized threats not
necessarily causing the most damage. Threats considered crucial are low prey densities,
debris entanglement, and predation. Serious threats consist of exposure to infectious disease,
habitat loss, human and fishery interactions, and aggressive males. Threats considered
moderate include biotoxins and other contaminants and grounded marine vessels (Federal
Register 2007). The current status of the species indicates that is has a recovery priority of
one, "based on the high magnitude of threats, the high recovery potential, and the potential
for economic conflicts while implementing recovery actions," (U.S. NMFS 2007). The plan
includes biological background information on the monk seal and the main recovery goal
and strategies to achieve said goal. Essentially the recovery goal is to ensure that this
recovery plan makes a difference in the long-term survivability of the Hawaiian monk seal in
its natural habitat as well as remove it from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife.
In order to reach this objective the plan seeks to bolster juvenile female survivorship in all
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sub-populations through continued protection and conservation of habitat and prey
resources; understand why juvenile survival rate is so low; remove females from situations
where they are in danger of aggressive males and shark predation; remove marine debris.
Other strategies are to be present throughout breeding season in order to monitor activity;
research; and actively manage the seal populations; to promote the natural growth of monk
seals by reducing human disturbance activities from fisheries, beach goers, domestic and
human introduced diseases, where by these efforts should be in accordance and with the
support of federal, state, local, and non-governmental agencies, volunteer groups, and
increased outreach and education throughout Hawaiian communities; and finally decrease
the likelihood for sub-population exposure to infectious disease (U.S. NMFS 2007). In order
for the monk seal to be reclassified at "threatened" total population count in the
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands must be greater than 2,900 individuals; at least 5 of the 6
main sub-populations must have more than 100 individuals and the main population of the
Main Hawaiian Islands must be greater than 500 individuals; and survivorship of females in
each sub-population is great enough to support positive growth rates. Delisting can occur if
these three conditions are met for 20 consecutive years (U.S. NMFS 2007). There are 14
listed categories of actions to be completed in order to recover Hawaiian monk seal
populations:
"1. Investigate and mitigate factors affecting food limitation. 2. Prevent
entanglements of monk seals. 3. Reduce shark predation on monk seals. 4. Minimize
the risk of exposure to or spread of infectious disease. 5. Conserve Hawaiian monk
seal habitat. 6. Reduce Hawaiian monk seal interactions with fisheries. 7. Reduce
male aggression toward pups/immature seals and adult females. 8. Reduce the
likelihood and impact of human interactions. 9. Investigate and develop response to
biotoxin impacts. 10. Reduce impacts from compromised and grounded vessels. 11.
Reduce the impacts of contaminants. 12. Continue population monitoring and
research. 13. Create and implement a main Hawaiian Islands Hawaiian Monk Seal
Management Plan. 14. Implement the Recovery Plan for the Hawaiian Monk Seal"
(United Sates 2007).
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A table of estimated costs for five years of recovery efforts is included as well as a schedule
for when short and long-term actions are to be conducted (U.S. NMFS 2007).
The following year, NMFS declared a 90-day review of a petition created in July to
again revise the designated critical habitat for the monk seal (Federal Register 2009). This
announcement was made public in the Proposed Rules section of the Federal Register on
October 3, 2008. Petitioners seek to increase the range of designated critical habitat in the
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands out to a depth of 500 m as well as include Sand Island in the
designation. Additionally, this proposal is create critical habitat in the main Hawaiian
Islands-"key beach areas, sand spits, and islets, including all beach crest vegetation to its
deepest extent inland, lagoon waters, inner reef waters, and ocean waters out to a depth of
200 meters" (Federal Register 2008). These recommendations are based on the most up-to-
date scientific information. A study (Baker 2006) stated that seals are colonizing the main
Hawaiian Islands; numerous sightings have occurred at each of the eight main islands. Pups
born on these islands have been healthier and more likely to survive to adulthood; this is due
to increased prey availability. Another study conducted by Baker et al. 2007, found that monk
seals do not only forage in shallow reefs but have been known to search for food in various
marine habitats up to 500 meters out from shore. Proponents of this petition insinuate that
this newly designated critical habitat, "will provide important habitat for recovery of the
species," (Federal Register 2008). This habitat offers vital land and marine areas for pupping,
nursing, feeding, resting, molting, and migrating (Federal Register 2008).
On June 12, 2009 another announcement was made in the Federal Register as a
proposed rule. This record ties closely in with the previous record in which a petition was
created to promote the revision of designated critical habitat. This record reviews the July
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2008 petition and supports its actions. This FR record also discusses how NMFS will
proceed in making and enforcing these revisions to ensure continued work to recover the
Hawaiian monk seal (Federal Register 2009). Since the original critical habitat designation in
1988, there is now an abundance of information available to use in identifying possible
changes to the critical habitatlabel. NMFS plans to take five steps in order to propedy revise
the current designation including: locate the original habitat of the monk seal at time of
listing in 1983; define physical and/or hiological factors newsary for species conservation;
within geographical boundaries, mark off where features may be located and highlight if they
need extra care or management; outside of geographical boundaries, identify key features
that may support recovery of species; analyze economic, national security, or other factors
that may limit the necessiry for the identified conservation factoes within or outside of
geographical boundary (Federal Register 2009).
The most recent record in the Federal Register about the Hawaiian monk seal was
added on June 2, 2011. Nearly two later after NMFS has gone through its five steps to
review the critical habitat a new record to proposed Rules indicates areas not to include in
the new designation. Comments on anything discussed in the record could have been
submitted up to August 31,2011. This record is the most detailed to date with an extensive
section of supplementary information including' hackground, monk seal ecology, the
difference between the Northwester and main Hawaiian Islands, habitat and current
popu lation trends and statuS which as of 2009 states an esrimated population of I, 161
individuals (Federal Register 2011). This record also gives exact longitudinal and latitudinal
measurements of specific geographical "eas occupied by the monk seal, not seen in any
other record to date. More detailed maps of each island marked with proposed terrestrial and
marine critical habitat, area to be excluded from designation, and/or are not considered or
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ineligible for designation. This record also includes a table with activities that may threaten
the vital features of designated habitat, where they make take place, and how to augment
these threats. Another table is featured that summarizes what areas are to be excluded from
designated habitat due to the impact they will have on national security; the benefits that
keeping national security presence there outweigh the costs of excluding the identified areas.
These regions are the I<.:ingfisher Underwater Training area off the northeast coast of Niihau;
Pacific Missile Range Facility Main Base at Barking Sands, Kauai; Pacific Missile Range
Facility Offshore Areas off the western coast of Kauai; the Naval Defensive Sea Area and
Puuloa Underwater Training Range in marine areas outside Pearl Harbor, Oahu; and the
Shallow Water Minefield Sonar Training Range off the western coast of Kahoolawe in Maui
Nui area (Federal Register 2011).
The Marine Mammal Center, founded in 1975, is one of many NGOs locally
working in accordance with the NMFS recovery plan. Their efforts are supported through
their Threatened and Endangered Species Program which aims to aid any sick or injured
threatened and endangered pinniped and cetacean species found in Hawaii or along the
California coast (Marine Mammal Center 2012). Covered within the scope of this program is
the Hawaiian Monk Seal Conservation Program which consists of three main goals: "1. [the]
construction of a Hawaiian monk seal healthcare facility in Kona, Hawaii ... 2. Ongoing
research programs to monitor the health of the monk seal population and assess the viability
of translocation alternatives in the Hawaiian archipelago ... 3. An education and public
outreach program through the Hawaiian Islands" (Marine Mammal Center 2(12). NMFS is
currently looking into using the Nihoa area for translocation purposes. The urgent care
facility is essential for treating young seals in order to increase survival rates. Building the
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facilities is thought to cost between 1 and 1.5 million; initial construction phases were to be
completed by November 2010 (Marine Mammal Center 2012).
Conservation of the Tasmanian devil
In 1992 the Tasmanian devil was described as common and stable. Its first national
listing occurred in 2006 as "Vulnerable". Three years later, its status became more threatened
and it was relisted as "Endangered". Definitions are in accordance with Table 2. In 2008, the
state of Tasmania listed its devil as "Endangered" in 2008 (Australia 2010).
As of June 29, 2011 there is no recovery plan established for the Tasmanian devil;
there is one being prepared (DSEWPaC 2011). The proposed recovery plan seeks to,
"maintain a disease-free insurance population; manage and protect Tasmanian devils in the
wild; maintain the genetic diversity; and manage habitats to allow for the re-establishment of
Tasmanian devils" (DPIPWaE 2010). It outlines the ways and means on how to achieve
these goals. The plans include background information about the species: description,
taxonomy, ecology, behavior, distribution, abundance, habitat, and threats. Major threats
include: the Devil Facial Tumor Disease, low genetic diversity, fox competition and
predation, death/injury by vehicles, climate change, habitat loss, degradation and
fragmentation, illegal removal of devil individuals (DPIPWaE 2010). In addition, this
recovery plan provides in-depth actions to take that support the devil's recovery program.
Within each of the eight prescribed actions are numerous parts necessary to complete each
step in the recovery plan. Notes on previous actions taken concerning the Tasmanian devil
are also incorporated in the description of the recovery plan (DPIPWaE 2010). The recovery
plan consists of eight mandated actions that support the goal of devil species preservation.
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Action 1 asks for the maintenance and management of an insurance population,
whereby healthy devils are quarantined to serve as a last resort stock of devils, if need be.
Parts of this action include: create integrated Management Plans for all captive devils in
various locations throughout Tasmania; increase size of insurance population by moving
around healthy devils and obtaining more wild devils, to promote genetic diversity; create
suitable habitats with large free-range enclosures to further support healthy devils; ensure
that Tasmanian Wildlife Parks and Zoos Australian Association (ZAA) maintain good
facilities and increase the capacity for the species; make a set of procedures to release the
devils back into the wild (DPIPWaE 2010).
The second action focuses on devil facial tumor disease management in the wild.
This is most expressly done by culling or removing breeding diseased devils. They also want
to explore the possibilities of using fencing to prevent diseased devils from entering a
location as well as investigate other means to reduce DFID impacts. Action 4 also ties in
with this objective but at more biological level; how the disease is transmitted and what
happens during latent periods of the disease; devil genomes resistant to the disease; immune
system response to the disease as well as the possibility of vaccines; explore and test
treatment options. In addition, the action calls to "develop a pre-clinical diagnostic test" to
use in the field to detect if a devil has the disease without showing symptoms (DPIPWaE
2010).
Action 3 is entitled "Monitor Tasmanian devils" and essentially propagates the
recovery plan. This action calls for data collection on devil population size, which provides a
measure of how recovery efforts are proceedings, if conservation initiatives are impacting
population numbers in a positive way. Tasks include: install cameras at set locations to
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gather data; install other monitoring techniques to understand all aspects of the devil;
compile and analyze data. These actions provide insight about the success of the plan and
what strategies or actions should be augmented to ensure the recovery of the species. Data
gathered from monitoring devils can be used to estimate changing numbers in the devil
population and possible areas of local extinction; gather information about DFTD and its
response in devils; and focusing energies on other key interests (DPIPWaE 2010).
The fifth action of the plan looks at how to decrease other threats affecting the
survivorship of the Tasmanian devil. Most essential is to continue the Fox Eradication
Program. Fox competition and predation has had a large impact on the abundance of devils,
whereby they compete for similar habitat and prey. Foxes are an introduced species that has
made life difficult for the "Tassie devil". Increasing road signs and awareness about the devil
are also means to consider. Action 6 ties in well here in which it calls for greater
understanding of Tasmanian devil habitat. They want to investigate consequences of
ecosystems with decreased devil presence and map out critical habitat for the devil
(DPIPWaE 2010).
Actions 7 and 8 promote similar ideas; to support the plan and its goals. Seven calls
to coordinate the program by making sure that an appropriate figure manages the plan and
delegates tasks when necessary. A Recovery Team should be created to assess the
effectiveness of action prescribed by the plan; analyze what impacts are helping the devil's
survivorship and which are not. Eight seeks for community and stakeholder support
through various means of communication, education, volunteerism, and awareness
(DPIPWaE 2010).
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Discussion and Analysis
My analysis of the conservation efforts in Australia and the United States shows
some overlapping themes as well as differing conservation strategies at the national, state,
and local levels.
Conservation legislature at the national level provides a similar function for
threatened species. The ESA and the EPBC Act support the recovery of endangered species.
Both acts provide criteria for listing and delisting species' and the promotion of recovery
plans in order achieve the ultimate goal of removal from the Endangered/Threatened
Species List. In addition, they both protect special areas of habitat for species'-and prohibit
human activity that may in some way harm or threaten the abundance of a species, e.g.,
hunting and habitat disturbance. It is through these pieces of legislation that species can have
a hope of survival. Without these acts, conservation efforts in the United States and
Australia would not have a real backbone; it is through the national government's
authorization and enforcement of the ESA and EPBC that enables actions to be made for
the sake of recovering a species.
Another similarity between the ESA and EPBC is that both acts promote dialogue
between federal and state governments. It is through these "bilateral agreements" that the
measures of these acts are put forth into practice. State and territory governments fall under
the umbrella of national government laws and regulations. This suggests that state and
territory governments are reflections of national governments and that a positive relationship
between both entities allows for cohesion and opportunities to work together to achieve a
goal. The cooperation between both levels of government ensures that the acts are put forth
into action. Furthermore, if national governments are kept up-to-date on happenings at the
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state level, they are made aware of how successful or unsuccessful recovery plan initiatives
are and in turn, what changes or further actions need to be implemented. In other words,
state and territory governments can pursue goals of the delisting process that meet federal
and Commonwealth standards. Collaboration between governments ensures increased
potential for species survivorship; it is through the work and support of both parties that the
potential of conservation efforts turns into momentum and ultimately prevention of species
extinction.
There are many points of contrast between the ESA and the EPBC. There is a stark
difference in the timing of each act's ratification. By the time the EPBC was ratified the ESA
had already been around for more than 20 years. This prompts many suggestions. Perhaps,
Australia did not have as many environmental concerns as did the United States during this
time. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012) the current resident population of the
United State projected on May 2, 2012 is 313,466,633. The Australian Bureau of Statistics
(2012) projects the population of Australia to be 22,893,542 on May 2, 2012. Population
density helps to make a more meaningful comparison. Based on population estimates in
2010 the population density of the United States is 83.38 people/square mile as compared to
Australia's 7.55 people/ square mile (Moen 2010). The vast difference in population size and
density could also be representative of population trends overtime, whereby Australia's
population has invariably been less than that of the United States. This being said, a country
that is inhabited by less people faces fewer human environmental disturbances, hence fewer
threats to the natural environment and its inhabitants. This could serve as an explanation as
to why the EPBC act was not created until 1999; there was not as pertinent of a need before
then. Another take on the delay of the creation of the EPBC, is that because there were
already pieces of legislation dealing with conservation, habitat preservation, and sustainable
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practices in use, and thus another act might merely mimic these same purposes. The EPBC
is a much broader act than the ESA in that there are far more environmental factions it seeks
to protect and support. The creation of the EPBC was to bring all of its other environmental
acts together in one all-encompassing piece of legislation that serves multiple purposes.
The environmental legislative history can easily be traced from the late 1800s to the
present day, in the United States. There are clear phases where environmental policy changes
and grows due to the dominant social and political movements at the time. The
environmental legislative history is much newer in Australia. There are not as many clear
distinctions in the history of Australian environmental legislation. Again the delay in
ratification of environmental laws suggests that the need or desire was not there. Australia
may not have as many environmental concerns as did the United States during this time.
One could also make the argument that perhaps the "green movement" was not as prevalent
in Australia; they got the backend of the wave and have only been making strides in this
department for a short amount of time.
Points of contrast between the ESA and EPBC can also be seen in their listing
criteria. The EPBC has more categories under which species may be listed: extinct, extinct in
the wild, critically endangered, endangered, vulnerable, and conservation dependent. These
categories are also very similar that the lUCN uses for species on the Red List elUCN 2001).
This further supports the idea that the EPBC is an all encompassing act, whereby any species
that is of the remotest concern is accounted for; species are monitored from the beginning
of the process, even before listing is made, to the end. By including more categories for
listing a species, different criteria must be met to be considered at a certain status. Those
species listed at "conservation dependent" are put into programs so that they do not become
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listed. This shows that Australia makes efforts to prevent species from being listed,
increasing the likelihood for survivorship, rather than creating efforts after the fact. Australia
is making strides at prevention, while the United States seeks to preserve what is already in
danger of extinction or on its way.
Because the EPBC is considered as Australia's primary environmental piece of
legislation, it includes many environmental foci, while the ESA strictly focuses on
endangered and threatened species. The EPBC, therefore, has additional forms of
protection. The EPBC includes the distinction of threatened ecological communities in its
act. According to the Department of Sustainability, Water, Population, and Communities
(2012), "ecological communities are unique and naturally occurring groups of plants and
animals". Factors that define an ecological community include: soil type, position in
landscape climate, and proximity to water (DSWPaC 2012). This again is a more holistic
approach to conservation. More than the habitat of the particular species is at stake; it is also
how organisms interact as a community and why their interactions are important for species'
growth and survival. A healthy ecological community supports itself. The EPBC also
includes recognition of "key threatening processes". In other words, policy regarding the
effects of human disturbances on a listed species can be minimized and removed through
threat abatement plans. The ESA does not designate separate plans to reduce human
impacts that may threaten or harm the abundance of a species.
Proceedings of the ESA are much more publicly available than what is going on
under the EPBe. The U.S. Federal Register aids with informing the public with the current
standings of a species, when the latest recovery plan was updated, and when critical habitat
has been designated. Although, the Australian government does update the public with the
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news of the status of a threatened species, information is not updated regularly. Tbe Federal
Register is a daily account of all that is happening within the federal government. One must
search throughout the Australian government website to find department updates.
Information available to the public is not all inclusive and clear. The Federal Register has
brreater accessibility and comprehension.
Comparisons at the state level can be seen through their legislative efforts as well.
The state of Tasmania has its own state conservation legislation entitled the Threatened
Species Protection Act 1995. It has similar functions and structure as the EPBC Act.
Administration is similarly set up, whereby a committee must inform and consult with the
Secretary on matters of listing, delisting, recovery plans, critical habitat definition, and threat
abatement plans (Australasian Legal Information Institute 1995). The purpose of this act is
to further promote conservation within the state of Tasmania; it is a localized effort to
support the livelihood of threatened species. Hawaii has a similar law set up entitled
Conservation of Aquatic Life, Wildlife, and Land Plants Act (CALWLPA). This law
"prohibits any taking, transport or commerce in designated species. It further outlines
conservation pwgrams that mandate continued research on listed species," (Hawaii Revised
Statutes 2011). Both states have conservation laws in which local enforcement can be
supported by the national legislation.
It is evident that the Tasmanian devil has not been tl1reatened for as long as the
Hawaiian monk seal. The recovery plan for the Tasmanian devil has not been approved yet;
this is still to come for the devils. On the other hand, because their drastic population
decline is caused by a disease, the Devil Facial Tumor Disease (DFTD) they also have a
Disease Management Strategy- This project is spearheaded by Tasmania's Department of
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Primary Industries, Water and Environment (DPIWaE). The project is undertaking three
main components; teams are, "mapping and monitoring of the wild population to look at
disease spread and effects, diagnostic research and investigations to describe the disease and
the development of management strategies to minimize effects of the disease on the
species," Cfasmania 2005). As of February 2010, DFTD has been seen in devils throughout
60% of Tasmania (DPIWaE 2010).
Is success measureable between these two acts? That is all relative. The recovery
process is a culmination of long-term investment by a number of national, state, local, and
private entities. A lot of research, time, planning, money and actions must be set forth in
order to save a species. Species populations cannot change overnight. Currently 47 species
have been removed by the ESA. Reasons for delisting include: extinction, recovery, and
errors in the original listing, which could be due to change in policy, reclassification, new or
lack of sufficient evidence (McLendon 2010). The EPBC has removed 71 species from the
list but does not specifically state why removal has occurred, though their original status is
indicated (DSPWaC 2012). Yes, Australia has removed more species but does not indicate
for what reason. In addition, it was not clear when that information was last updated by the
Australian government. It is hard to measure successes of political policy on something so
dependent on the environment and how it naturally deals with popUlation fluctuations and
human interactions. There are measures that can be implemented to ensure species
survivability has the greatest potential. It is up to the human species to follow policies and
make changes to help threatened species. When comparing the two endemic species, the
Hawaiian monk seal is in a much worse state than the Tasmanian devil. The monk seal has
been on the list since 1976 and currently has less than 1,200 inclividuals. Does this indicate
that the ESA is not a success? The devil has been listed since 2008 and has a population
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range of 10,000-100,000 individuals. Tasmania is known for its clean air and natural beauty,
and is much less industrial than other parts of the country. It is surely not as popular of a
vacation destination as Hawaii, which could contribute to the increased population size. In
addition, the Tasmanian devil is an important figurehead of the state. It is a charismatic
creature that is better known than the monk seal. "Tassie" devils are seen all over Tasmania,
whether it be as targets for tourists-s-t-shirts, stuffed animals, and figurines-or in
conservation parks; they are state symbol. There have been many state and local efforts to
save the devil, to save a part of Tasmania. The Hawaiian monk seal is not as lucky; it does
not have a cartoon character that people can refer to. Action on an issue is more fervent
when it is an issue one cares about; much more work and time is put into a cause when there
are emotional ties to it. Because the devil is a regional symbol to Tasmania, it has an
increased chance for survival.
Conservation through legislative means varies between nations as indicated through
this dissection of the United States' ESA and Australia's EPBC. The Hawaiian monk seal
and the Tasmanian devil served as case studies to understand how state and local
conservation efforts promote recovery of endangered species. Further analysis could lead to
increased comprehension of the success of national legislation, for it is through national
policies that generate funding, manpower, and support for localized efforts. Monitoring the
status of the monk seal and the devil will showcase how efforts are being maintained or
changed to recover the species. Baba Dioum, a Senegalese poet and conservationist said, "In
the end, we conserve only what we love. We will love only what we understand. We will
understand only what we are taught." This quote exemplifies the strides that this world
needs to take every day to put an end to the biodiversity crisis. Conservation is the solution,
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but this will only work if the people are made aware of the dangers that plague the planet. It
is through the work of Homo sapiens that there is hope for species survival.
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